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Abstract
The learning environment in the UK evolved over the years resulting in increased blended learning service consumption. 
However, the standard prescribed contact time for lecturers with students to a great extent remain unchanged for lecture and 
tutorial weekly sessions.In the instance of University of Greenwich, Business Faculty students and lecturers, as part of the efforts
in taking a fresh approach to improve the HE learning service provision revisions of a few selected curricula were approved.
Instead of separate lecture and tutorial sessions, classes are run in the form of three hour blocks of workshop style sessions each 
week. This paper examines the impact to innovative changes to curricula design where a rethink in embedding pedagogy for HE 
service provision has to happen because of a major change to the prescribed contact time. Feedback from an earlier trial of a post 
graduate curricula revision provided the push for an undergraduate curricula revision to follow. Data collected from the learning 
interactions, the students’ academic performance results, students’ and lecturers’ feedback form the basis for discourse analysis. 
The impacts of service value caused by these revisions in HE service provision affecting student learning engagement and 
collaborations are also discussed. The learning engagement as a service co-creation is assessed against this background for 
establishing further potential improvements to enhance service value in learning engagement and collaborations. Since this is a 
first formal assessment, the findings from this study will feedback to academia for sharing of good pedagogy practice.
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1. Introduction
The Higher Education (HE) learning environment as a Service Sector has become increasingly competitive, 
adaptive and working progressively towards being more efficient and effective. HEs provisioned and issued 
mandates for base level service delivery in teaching and learning to ensure “reasonable” face-to-face as well as 
online learning to try and differentiate their services. The face-to-face contact time between students and lecturers 
refer to the weekly lectures and tutorial sessions. This combination blend of service delivery and consumption, also 
referred to as blended learning is still very much valued and used by students from the HE sector where the online 
resources are considered as the extended learning tool or platform. Many independent studies demonstrated different 
levels of blended learning models and levels of success [1, 2,3, 4, 5].
This paper explores the concept of the revised service provision in HE and how it impacted the learning 
engagement, student and lecturer actors. Some of the details discussed included the drive towards innovative 
revisions to curricula design for better learning engagement and collaborative learning. Two sets of key actors, 
students and lecturers, provide crucial findings for discourse analysis. Data from the student actors is collected from 
a combination of electronic records of online interactions in the virtual learning environment (VLE) Moodle and 
student feedback while lecturer actor provided interview feedback. Additionally, selected foundational premises 
(FPs) from Vargoand Lusch are applied to the learning engagement and collaborative learning context which 
generates value for the student actors [6]. The new Value Change Factors (VCF) concept is suggested to 
complement the FPs in the HE learning engagement value creation context. Closing discussions cover theoretical 
and managerial views, limitations of this pilot and suggested future works.
2. Service in higher education
Lusch and Wu discussed how the service perspective in HE is stimulating change where students as customer 
actors consume services at various HE resource centres [7]. HEIs in the UK recognized the customer (comprising of 
parents, student investors and students) interest in service quality performance. Student experience satisfaction 
surveys at national, HE, Programme and Course levels attempt to measure different generic quality dimensions [8].  
While it has been informative to a certain extent, it has been challenging to specifically identify clear thematic areas 
or the actual service points to modify service improvements based on these generic quality dimensions. Service 
Science researchers look at different ways to extract better sets of data that are fit for purpose and make better sense. 
Tan and Kek recommend the use of the Satisfaction Grid developed by Watson, Saldana and Harvey as an extension 
to SERVQUAL in the study of students’ total university experience [9, 10]. As more and more Higher Education 
Institutions (HEIs) support the use of blended learning service consumption, the virtual Leaning environment and 
online library resources become expected permanent fixtures.  Newer studies emerge from the analysis of service 
quality experience to focus on the use of these other resources [11, 12, 13].
Different measures of service quality in HE student learning experiences discussed in previous studies were 
generically given a high level treatment, such as one that is staged over the students’ duration of studies, another in 
curricula settings and yet others in the form of implementing and assessing “action learning” to improve student 
learning quality [8, 14, 15]. The tools used were Total Quality Management (TQM), Quality Function Deployment 
(QFD) and SERVQUAL model respectively. Although the focus and strength of each of the tools and scope of 
studies differ slightly, they generally reported results that are at generic terms. As a result, even though the findings 
and conclusions are classed as a success in eliciting specific conditions, it is still not sufficiently informative at base 
level to enable HEIs to address specific gaps for improving services.
There is still a need to assess student learning experience where the student learning process and engagement is 
core, taking up a large part of student life and is important to achieving their goal in graduating with a good degree. 
While students learn, they need to be engaged which refers to extended periods of interactions with the value 
resources during their learning stages. Using Vargo’sand Lusch’sService Dominant Logic (S-D Logic) applied in the 
context of HE learning engagement, students and lecturers actors interact and create value [6]. An extract of selected 
S-D Logic foundational premises (FPs), FP1, FP4, FP6, and FP8 which are perceived as “best fit” and applicable for 
analysis of the student learning engagement shown in Table 1 provide the basis for discourse analysis. Additionally, 
3585 Doreen Nielsen et al. /  Procedia Manufacturing  3 ( 2015 )  3583 – 3590 
it is necessary to evaluate at a more detailed level, the intensity of learning and value creation process during the 
students’ learning engagement stage [16, 17].
Table 1. Extract of selected Service-dominant logic foundational premises [6].
FP1 Service is the fundamental basis of exchange: The application of operant resources (knowledge 
and skills), “service,” as defined in S-D logic, is the basis for all exchange. Service is exchanged for 
service 
FP4 Operant resources are the fundamental source of competitive advantage: The comparative 
ability to cause desired change drives competition 
FP6 The customer is always a cocreator of value: Implies value creation is interactional 
FP8 A service-centered view is inherently customer oriented and relational: Because service is 
defined in terms of customer-determined benefit and co-created it is inherently customer oriented 
and relational 
3. Background to innovative changes to curricula design
The physically wide spread of 7 historical buildings in the Maritime campus (also referred to as The Old Royal 
Naval College) of the University of Greenwich where face-to-face teaching takes place usually meant that both 
student and lecturer actors need time to traverse to the next lecture or tutorial which may be held on the upper floors 
of the buildings [18]. There are also a limited number of lifts in the multi-level Grade I listed buildings. 
Most lectures and tutorials are one-hour long where 10 minutes is taken up for walking from one venue to 
another. This leaves 50 minutes of teaching contact time which is found to be less than desirable because some 
classes over run and this impacted on the next class session. Teaching and learning experience could be rushed. All 
actors found this challenging (especially for anyone with physical disabilities) this does notadd positive value to 
thelearning experience.
Aninnovative pilot Post-graduate (PG) level curricula revision was initiated, implemented and tested last year in 
an attempt to alleviate such problems. Based on both student and lecturer actors’ feedback it was deemed successful 
so a subsequent pilot Undergraduate (UG) 2nd year course curricula revision followed. It was also suggested that the 
changes would support and encourage more learning engagement and collaborative learning which is key to the 
concept of student actors’ co-creation. The participating student actors were enrolled in the specific UG course 
where curricula were revised (n=44). Major changes lie in the following where the HE service provision is affected:
x Weekly block teaching of 3 hours 
x 12 weeks of face-to-face contact weeks based on the 30 Credit points for the course 
x Embedding Pedagogy for Block teaching, now classed as Workshop style sessions with mini topical lectures and 
largely interactions
x Balancing the use of the VLE (Moodle) as the extended learning online support mechanism for student actors
All student actors were formally informed of their allocated lectures, tutorials and workshop sessions for the 
academic term through the Timetabling System.
4. Data analysis and discussions
The discourse analysis of this pilot was done with a blended approach. A qualitative approach was taken where 
both sets of actors were interviewed at the end of the teaching period (see Appendix A). It must be noted that 
although both PG and UG cohorts followed the blocked teaching mode, there are some differences in some basic 
elements. The course undertaken by the PG cohort was Strategic Management and Transport Policy while the course 
for the UG cohort was Information Systems. Statistics extracted from the VLE of recorded interactions show 
evidence of the intensity of the UG student actor’s learning engagement process. Due to the difference in pedagogy 
design for the PG curricula, there are no statistics available. The distribution of the different component assessments 
3586   Doreen Nielsen et al. /  Procedia Manufacturing  3 ( 2015 )  3583 – 3590 
and final grades for the UG cohort is discussed here. This pilot study does not seek to measure the difference in 
academic contents nor the level of VLE usage but rather the service delivered/consumed for the UG student actors.
4.1. Learning engagement and co-creation
Hilton, Hughes and Chalcraftargued that S-D Logic does not clearly distinguish the difference between co-
production and co-creation [19]. For the purpose of this paper, the term value co-creation is used toexplain how
student actors in this HE case context actually create value for themselves and their peers during learning 
engagement, i.e., service consumption (FP6). The lecturer actors found that the student actors for both the PG and 
UG cohorts were more engaged and focused in the block teaching mode than in the old mode [see Appendix A]. 
Student actors generally agreed with this view. The collaborative learning pedagogy built into the workshop sessions 
encouraged student actors to interact amongst the learning community during the learning engagement process. This 
then resulted in co-created extended knowledge.However, Vargo’sand Lusch’sselected (Table 1.) S-D Logic 
foundational premises when evaluated at a macro level, does not really address factors that can affect the quality of 
the co-created value [6]. These factors referred to as Value Change Factors (VCF) in this paper, affect the quality of 
the value contributions made by the student actors during the value co-creation stages. Four key strands, the Human 
Behavior VCF, the Social VCF, the Environment VCF and the Strategic VCF can positively or negatively affect the 
level of service consumption and the value co-created. 
It is not enough to appreciate value co-creation on the basis that interactions happened and that “something was 
created” (FP4). If HE learning engagement is to be appraised for quality then it is necessary to explicitly and 
implicitly include the application of the VCF treatment. The Human Behavior VCF refers to factors related to the 
human traits elements that can impact quality [19]. Elements that relate to the social context are listed under the 
Social VCF strand while the ones relating to the Environment VCF deals with factors that affect the Environmental 
setting context. The last strand belonging to the Strategic VCF deals with elements that are related to strategy 
approaches and mandates for example.Notable differences observed by lecturer actors are classed under specific 
elements which are then grouped specifically within these key strands [see Appendix A] for clearer definition, a 
framework for the cycle of subsequent actions to appraise, revise, implement and facilitate the value co-creation 
process.
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Fig. 2. Distribution of grades for different assessment components. Key: Series1 = Final grade; Series2 = Formative grade; Series3 = Individual 
Assessment grade; Series4 = Time Constrained Assessment grade.
4.2. Evidence of electronic data from VLE Interactions
The VLE Moodle served as the extended learning online support mechanism for the UG student actors (n=44). 
Under S-D Logic, its multi-functional capabilities allows the facilitation in being a rich learning repository (that 
includes multi-media and the internet links), a collaborative learning environment (which facilitates co-creation), a 
communication and networking channel, a monitoring platform, etc. In terms of service, for the VLE to be of any 
value to student actors, relevant teaching and learning pedagogy that encourage collaborative learning and learning 
engagement with constant independent, self-directed interactions with peers and lecturer actors has to be embedded 
into the online course design. Additionally, the Environment VCF has to be taken into account such as the 
availability and efficient response of IT support in case of system failure where any online system down time should 
be kept to the minimal or acceptable level. Otherwise, having this service provision would not serve its service 
purpose at all. This represents the service –centred view where it is inherently student actor oriented (FP8).
The findings from the weekly collated electronic records showed a highly successful extended support tool for 
the student actors see (see Fig. 1). The lowest count is 699 interactions while the highest is 1729 interactions per 
week.
4.3. Evidence of assessment achievements
During the first week of the course, the UG student actors were asked to make a qualitative declaration of their 
student learning manifesto for this course (n=44). They have to briefly discuss (i) their broad understanding of the 
course, (ii) their aspired skills development in the context of this course and (iii) their course learning expectations 
and perceptions. Of the 38 who responded, 13% proactive student actors said they don’t know what the course was 
about but they researched and learnt. By taking action, these students show evidence of being self-directive and self-
motivating, a Human Behaviour VCF trait that can positively impact the quality of value co-creation [19].About 
29% were vague but this does not mean they do not know.13% clearly identified themselves as teamplayers and that 
they look forward to the collaborative learning activities and where they can develop friendship.About 37% of the 
respondents said they “would like to know” how to develop their skills and prepare for their future career, 
something which they were not prompted to mention. The team players and those who “would like to know” student
actors naturally fit in with the Social VCF strand to contribute better value co-creation (FP8). 
A review of the academic performance (in percentage scores) at the end of the term (see Fig. 2) showed that with 
consistent and persistently high levels of weekly post workshop interactions as evidenced in Fig.1, collaborative 
learning encouraged consistent and persistent learning engagement. Two students who did not engage in the 
formative activities did not perform as well as all other.Academic performance is also an indicator of whether the 
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student actors have achieved the stipulated learning outcomes, met the aims of the course, relevant levels of skills 
and understanding of the subject matter, and  demonstration of the ability to resolve subject related problems.For 
those student actors who met these terms, they have successfully co-created value and extended value during their 
service consumption.
5. Conclusions and future work
The contributions from this paper, the Value Change Factors (VCF) complements the S-D Logic at the macro 
level where it is much needed to help evaluate the quality of the value created in the value co-creation process. This 
framework needs to be tested in future works to establish better clarity and refinement for actual application against 
other service industry sectors. While it is relevant to declare that value has been created, management still require a 
measure to define the “how’s”, “what’s”, “when’s” and “where” to ultimately achieve quality desired.   
At the general level of assessment, this innovative pilot change to curricula design and delivery is successful with 
the different types and levels of data types collected for analysis that supports the call for better service delivery. 
The staged assessments at specific weeks within the teaching term also independently demonstrate levels of 
consistency (see Fig 2). While this analysis is largely exploratory, it would be useful to introduce the VCF 
framework forre-tests for future research.  
Other parties involved with helping to facilitate these changes, after the approvals for initiation included HE 
Faculty Management support and approval, Degree Programme level fit into the agreed level of study load for 
student actors, and Facilities Management venue booking and blocking. Where the course has cohorts of student 
actors comprising of different Degree Programmes, the individual fit has to be matched so that student actors do not 
get timetables that clashed. These extra logistic challenges have an impact on the successful implementation of 
changes and must be managed well to ensure that student actors do not miss any opportunities to engage. Hilton, 
Hughes and Chalcraft rightly argued that “value for the customer” comes from a wider spectrum of interactions [19]. 
In the HE context, the student actors have to interact with other resources as listed above to ensure problem free 
access so that they can perform their relevant interactions to gain value during their service consumption.
Appendix A. Value Change Factors (VCF)
A compilation of qualitative interviews with Lecturer and Student Actors tabulated below to show four key 






















“Clock watching” that 
affects student actors’ 
attention span
Actual teaching time is 
50 minutes. This gets 
reduced when actors 
turn up or start the 
session late. 
We need to be at the 
next lecture or tutorial 
on time.
This was reduced 
“because they did not 
have to prepare to 




Toilet/Smoking breaks No notable request 
except in exceptional 
instances.
That happens in 
between getting to the 
next lecture or tutorial.
Student actors 
requested for breaks 
at intervals because 







More students were 
distracted for example 
in their personal 
texting activities. 
Sometimes it is urgent 
that we need to check 
emails, texts or 
contacting someone.
Noted reduced 
distraction due to 





of the teaching 
Mode
Students’ perceived 





attending the lectures 
We just get on with it 
because there was no 
option.
Attendance level is 
better across the 
academic term due to 
the student-lecturer 















in the first few weeks 
of the academic term 
but the numbers were 
greatly reduced 
towards the later part 









Time passed too 
quickly and we can’t 
get our thoughts 
around what we learn 
soon enough.
More focused and 
interested. 
Social VCF Student Actor 
Peer 
Relationship
Student Actor Peer 
Relationship




Not enough time to 
make friends. We 
move to another 
tutorial and it is a 












Student Actor and 
Lecturer Actor 
Relationship

















Strict time keeping of 
session run highlights 
formal approach.
We just go into 
tutorials and listen or 
talk a bit, that’s all.
Less formal and easier 
adjustment process to 
fit with current needs 
of the session.
Cohort size 
within the social 
context
Cohort size within the 
social context
It does not bring value 
to have more than the 
upper limit of 25 
student actors in each 
tutorial class.
Too few students are 
no good for our 
discussions. Given the 
time, large classes 













such as rooming 
for the value co-
creation event
The physical 
environment such as 
rooming for the value 
co-creation event
Currently, difficult to 
capitalize on the 
potential use-
opportunities in the 
physical environment 
available due to the 
limited time frame. 
Difficult to move 
furniture around 
because we don’t have 
time.
More opportunities to 
use the physical 
environment for







The extended support 
Moodle Online (VLE) 
environment 
No change, depending 
on design of teaching 
and learning pedagogy 
embedded for post 
tutorial activities
The courses have 
different online work 
requirements. The 
usual resources for 
online reading are 
there. 
No change, depending 
on design of teaching 
and learning 
pedagogy embedded 













No change, depending 
on prior agreements 
between actors.
We can see the 
lecturer or our friends 
if we need help.
No change, depending 
on prior agreements 
between actors.
Strategic VCF Innovative 




Innovative strategy  
for facilitating elastic, 
flexible co-creation
The usual time tested 
approach to get 
students to interact, 
nothing more.
50 minutes does not 
allow us to do 
anything more.
Specific tasks 
designed to keep 
students busy and 
working during and 
post session.
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